four stage model of the learning process remains the gold standard. His framework consists of: 1) concrete experience, 2) reflective observation, 3) abstract conceptualization and 4) active experimentation (Kolb, 1984, p. 33) . The activities that constitute this learning cycle can take various forms including: internships, international service learning, field courses and involvement in faculty research (Herrick, Matthias and Nielson, 2015; Moon, 2004; Tiessen and Huish, 2014) .
While not without ethical, educational and logistical risks and challenges (Tiessen and Epprecht, 2012; Barrow, Hofrenning and Parkhurst, 2005) , experiential learning is viewed as holding important benefits including: 'more highly developed thinking and problem solving skills' (Brock and Cameron, 1999, 252) increased educational ownership and willingness to learn from classmates, improved academic performance, a 'deeper understanding of politics and political science,' and 'heightened intellectual curiosity and emotional connection to course material' (Barrow, Hofrenning and Parkhurst 2005, 419) .
Unlike other social science disciplines such as anthropology which have a tradition of methods-oriented field schools, in political science it is not common to link experiential learning to methods training, even though, as Berry and Robinson (2012) argue, experiential approaches may be particularly well suited to undergraduate methods teaching.
The Course
In developing an advanced seminar course (4 th year/ Master's) on the 'Politics of Development' at Acadia University, a small primarily undergraduate university in rural Nova Scotia, Canada, I sought to include elements of international fieldwork -a classic method of experiential learning in the social sciences. The 'Politics of Development' was classified as a subject-area seminar rather than a specific methodology course and was offered in a department without a designated methods course. In teaching this course for the first time, I reflected on my own experience of fieldwork-based research and anticipated that integrating methods and substantive material would lead to improved student understanding of both areas. With this in mind, I sought to develop a hybrid course whereby methods were taught and used as inroads into the course's substantive focus the 'Politics of Development.' In a twelve week class, I aimed to integrate methods in a way that offered direct exposure to topic-based material and independent exploration while providing training and guidance in a partially 'controlled context' (Elman, Kapiszewski and Kirilova, 2015) . I chose to do so by structuring the class around both substantive concepts and interviews of development practitioners and scholars, assigning class readings and activities that provided substantive as well as methodological background.
My objectives in placing experiential methods at the center of a 'Politics of Development' course were threefold. First, I wanted students to be exposed to the opinions of those doing the subject we were studying, and allow them to compare and contrast these perspectives to those of the authors we read. Through this exposure I hoped to problematize the idea of expertise by bringing diverse and divergent voices into the classroom. I also anticipated that including an experiential research component would enable students to feel more connected to and engaged with the topic of development and be exposed to and better able to critically analyze a broad variety of approaches and opinions. Second, I aimed to prepare students for independent research by providing them with a taste of techniques and experiences they might encounter in fieldwork allowing them to develop skills related to interviewing, ethics, transcription and the use of primary materials. Finally, as far as is possible in a classroom setting, I wanted students to complete the course with a personal experience of the topic. For a classroom consisting entirely of students raised in North America, development can seem distant and unrelatable. Without leaving campus I aimed for students to engage with development in a way that made it real, relevant and, on some level, personal.
In order to achieve the objectives outlined above, I chose to incorporate methods into this substantive course deliberately and systematically reflecting this dual emphasis in the course description, structure, and objectives. The course's syllabus gave the following thematic introduction signaling the linking of theory and practice in the final paragraph:
Development is a concept that is understood, practiced and researched in many different and conflicting ways. While some view development as an emancipatory expression of global solidarity others see it as a continuation of colonialism. This course explores these and other questions through a focus on specific authors, case studies and exercises. Through a seminar-based class which requires a high level of student engagement, leadership and participation we will learn about development while also practicing qualitative research skills.
Following this general description the syllabus went on to divide the course into three sections: 1) perspectives on development, 2) solutions to development problems and 3) challenges to development initiatives, with a particular focus on HIV and gender. Noting that " [a] longside the investigation of these substantive issues, we will engage in research on development by conducting interviews with development practitioners and scholars" each section also had a specific methods focus: 1) introduction to interviewing skills, 2) interviewing, and 3) using qualitative data in research. Having had an opportunity to reflect on their initial in-class interviews, and to learn about the techniques, rationales and ethics of interviewing, students subsequently conducted mini-interviews with a classmate by phone or skype. They recorded and transcribed these interviews submitting the audio recording and transcript for evaluation. This small assignment offered a gentle introduction to interviewing and transcription and facilitated discussion of the differences between face to face and telephone interviews. This exercise also enabled students to practice using the technology they would employ in their formal interviews and to share tips and best practices. To record their interviews, for example, many students found Apple's 'GarageBand' 2 program more accessible than phone-based or digital recorders.
Along with methodological skills, students engaged with literature on development with key questions related to both substance and method identified for each third of the course.
Substantive readings included Sen's (1999) and 'is development an end in itself or a means to achieve a goal?'), which were added to the interview guide after a class decision about where best to place them in the sequence of questions. Students also practiced 'probing' for more detail and we discussed how and where questions could be added during the interview process to follow-up on interesting topics or emerging ideas. Reflecting on Development How would you define development? Can you describe an example of a successful development initiative that you witnessed or were involved in?
• Why do you think it was successful?
Can you describe an example of an unsuccessful development initiative?
• Why do you think it failed?
What, in your view is the biggest misunderstanding about development? In your view, is development an end in itself or a means to achieve a goal? In your opinion, is there any group that often gets left out of development?
• Who?
• How so?
• Could you give me an example?
If you could suggest one topic for research on development that would be useful to you, what would it be?
Concluding
How would you like to be identified when I or my colleagues cite this interview? Would you be interested in having a copy of our final papers sent to you by email? Thank you for taking part in this interview.
Negotiating Logistics
Designing the assignment involved numerous logistical challenges. How could I mediate the chances of things going wrong (students panicking, technology failing)? How could I have students with limited experience identify interviewees in countries they had never visited? Was it reasonable to expect students to pay long distance charges?
In order to provide a variety of experiences, peer support, and keep workload manageable, students conducted two interviews in pairs, with each person leading half of each interview. Having two students present at each interview meant that while one was asking questions, the other could ensure the interview was being properly recorded, take notes, and monitor phone card or skype credit. I anticipated that interviewing in pairs would increase the quality of interviews and provide back-up and encouragement.
To mediate difficulties in locating interviewees, low response rates to 'cold' emails, and 
Interviewing and Beyond
I provided each student pair with the name and contact information of two interviewees, aiming to provide each pair with interviewees in different geographic locations and, where possible, with contrasting areas of experience and expertise. Although I had obtained preliminary consent to participate prior to the start of the course, students were responsible for emailing potential interviewees using a letter of initial contact, for soliciting consent to participate, and for coordinating a convenient time or method (ie skype or phone) for interviews.
I wanted to incorporate a reflexive element into the assignment to get students used to the practice of debriefing from fieldwork. Following the interviews, students then transcribed one interview each, taking care to identify interview participants according to their specified preferences, and uploaded their transcripts to the course intranet site. Interview transcripts formed the basis for subsequent class instruction and activities on coding. Students coded short excerpts in pairs and traded off so that they could see different ways of coding the same passages.
These activities provided the background for the individual interview coding needed for the term paper assignment.
The interview assignment culminated in students writing term papers that: discussed related literature, described the method used, examined primary data, and put forward conclusions and areas for future work. Students were asked to choose one of three methodological options: 1) compare two subsets of interviews (for example scholars and practitioners, men and women, those in the global north and global south), 2) compare one subset of interviews with a particular development theory, 3) analyze the answer to one particular question across all interviews. Students were required to submit a list of codes they had used with their term papers. On the day the papers were due each student did a short presentation of their findings to the class, a brief nod to the conference presentation. The final step of the assignment was, if the interviewee requested it, for students to forward their completed papers to participants as a form of knowledge translation. This structure was an attempt, in a short time frame and in a guided context, to walk students through the 'life cycle' of a qualitative research paper. To revisit the objectives outlined at the outset, my aims with this course's central assignment were threefold: 1) to enrich students' knowledge of development by allowing them to interact with practitioners and engaged scholars problematizing the idea of expertise and allowing for comparison between readings and interview data, 2) to prepare students for independent research by teaching skills relating to methods, ethics and fieldwork, and 3) to provide students with the opportunity to interact with the topic of development on a personal and experiential level.
Reflecting on the first objective, I found that the interviewing assignment was a catalyst for a 'deeper understanding' (Barrow, Hofrenning and Parkhurt 2005, 419) and those of their colleagues, students recognized the contributions of expertise from both within and beyond academia. Reflecting these contributions to student learning, I found that the interview assignment substantially enriched the quality of classroom discussion.
Natural comparisons between interviews and literature, as described above, provided an organic alternative to discussion prompts.
Through the process of the course students also had the opportunity to practice a number of research skills and techniques. In total each student participated in conducting four interviews of different forms and lengths, transcribed one mini-interview and one full interview, coded a minimum of five interviews, presented on their interviews and research and wrote a paper. All twenty interviews were completed, and all resulted in interesting and usable transcripts.
Although not a precise parallel to the 'pedagogical sequence' favored by Elman, Kapiszewski and Kirilova (2015) , this assignment explored the middle ground between an entirely contrived methods exercise using pre-existing data, and a fully independent project with students identifying research topics, questions and participants. This approach provided an introduction to methods, development and independent research in a way that, in my view, made further exploration of each seem more accessible, and hopefully, also a little more interesting. Several students commented that they planned to use the methods explored in class in subsequent thesis research and that this somewhat controlled exposure provided a useful introduction.
Although interviewing someone over the phone offers only the loosest possible parallel to fieldwork, this loose link is not without transferable competencies beyond the nuts and bolts of methodological techniques. Prior to interviews I discussed the unpredictability of fieldwork with students, noting in a course handout that:
Fieldwork is an incredibly rewarding part of research, but also one where things seldom go as planned, and there are often unexpected frustrations (as well as unexpected insights and rewards!). While I have tried to mediate some of these by corresponding with each person you will interview ahead of time to brief them on the assignment and to gain preliminary consent to participate -you should expect, and plan for the unexpected.
I included a list of possible mishaps to prepare for including: unanswered calls, not being able to get ahold of interviewees, failed recording equipment, difficulty understanding accents (or being understood), poor line quality or skype reception, getting disconnected, interviewees needing to leave suddenly, etc. Most of these mishaps occurred as did several more: students had phone cards that cut out unexpectedly, scheduling difficulties, and misunderstood time zones. These minor difficulties provide some parallel to the unpredictability of fieldwork demonstrating the need for adaptability and innovation. I was impressed by the extent to which students successfully managed these challengesthey called back, rescheduled, used two recording devices, ran to buy additional phone cards, abridged their interviews, spoke clearly, took back-up notes, and politely asked people to repeat themselves.
Finally, although the interviews did not entail leaving the town or the country, the manner in which students reflected on the assignment was clearly as an experience rather than a task. Students demonstrated an 'emotional connection to course material' (Barrow, Hofrenning and Parkhurst 2005, p. 419 ) and engaged in learning as a 'a continuous process' rooted in this experiential voyage (Zuber-Skerritt 1992, p. 103) . The process of interviewing, for example, involves establishing rapport and, through this rapport, developing a relationship, albeit it time-limited and topic-specific. This connection, and the fact that it was experienced alongside a colleague, resulted in lived engagement with the topic. Because each pair had different interviewees, class discussions became a real forum of 'sharing' information -where each pair had varied experiences to impart to the group, and distinct comparisons to make. As students integrated their interview knowledge into classroom discussions they were also able to speak as experts on their own interviews, developing and integrating a form of experiential expertise into the course. As evidence of the experiential nature of this class, unlike most assignments, the interviewing project was one about which students frequently spoke to family, friends and other faculty generating the experiential learning 'buzz that spills out of the classroom' (Barrow, Hofrenning and Parkhurst, 2005, p. 419) .
Reflecting Kolb's four stage model of experiential learning, throughout the term students cycled through stages of concrete experience, reflective observation and discussion, envisioning abstract concepts and active experimentation. As Healey and Jenkins argue, 'learners should go through [this] cycle several times, so it may be best thought of as a spiral of cycles' (Healey and Jenkins 2000, p. 186) . The course as a whole was structured around these four stages with respect to both method and substance. As noted earlier, at the outset, for example, students conducted two short interviews with colleagues. This exercise prepared students for the larger interview assignment by allowing them early practical experience with the exercise and techniques. These experiences were followed by focused reflection where students talked about what techniques were successful in establishing rapport, linking questions, and encouraging respondents to speak, as well as technical comments about recording equipment and strategies. Next, classroom discussions encouraged students to envision what might be the same or different in conducting interviews with development scholars and practitioners, what kind of problems might emerge and how they would address them. Finally, students engaged in active experimentation in their final interviews and term papers where they put in place skills that had been practiced in class but used them in slightly different conditions and with a higher level of independence.
In parallel to this methods cycle, students moved through the same sequence with respect to subject-area knowledge. As noted earlier, on the first day of class students took part in an activity where they were challenged to 'explain development' using specific types of data (ie statistics, first person narrative). This concrete experience led into a broad reflective discussion about both the substance of development (what development means, what it aims to do, who the actors and recipients are) and the strength and weaknesses of possible strategies of investigation. Following this discussion students encountered a variety of development theories based on class readings and took turns conducting group presentations. Through these activities students teased out how they understood the central concept of the course. Finally, the students wrote papers in which they drew on both interview data and literature seeking to test the applicability of theories about development they had developed themselves or, that had emerged from the literature.
While the overall structure of the course reflected Kolb's model, this cycle also informed individual classes and activities. Reflecting the contention that, 'the cycle may be entered at any point, but the stages should be followed in sequence' (Healey and Jenkins 2000, p. 188) specific tasks or topics often began with concrete experience or abstract conceptualization, subsequently moving through the rest of the cycle. Learning about how to code interview transcripts for example included: 1) learning about theories and methods of coding (abstract conceptualization), 2) a group discussion-based exercise where students tried out ideas of possible codes and coding (active experimentation), 3) a more in-depth activity in pairs where students actively coded excerpts of interview transcripts (concrete experience) and finally, a group discussion reflecting on how different pairs had coded sections, and challenges encountered in coding (reflective observation).
In addition to the goals I set out to achieve, there were several unanticipated results from this activity. First, several students noted that the interviews provided much needed optimism in contrast with readings they often found 'depressing.' Students found that the interviews introduced new models of development that some found more persuasive including investment and solidarity-based models. The interviews also raised personal confidence. Interviewee familiarity with course readings, for example, reinforced students' sense of personal capacity and knowledge. Several students also noted that the exercise raised their confidence with respect to oral communication and, particularly phone-based professional interactions.
Lessons Learned
Although this well-received course demonstrates what can be accomplished in a single term, in my view this type of learning would be most effective in the form of full-year course. A two-term structure would enable students to spend more time engaging with both methods and substantive literature and, as a result, would allow for active participation in developing the interview guide. It would also ease instructor logistics with regard to identifying the correct number of interviewees. In this instance interviewees needed to be contacted prior to the course 'add/drop' date meaning there was a need to adapt to fluctuating numbers. Finally, a full-year course would also allow time for more interviews to be conducted, including advancing from partner interviewees to individual interviews. If such a course were consistently offered over several years it would also build a database of interview transcripts enabling students to draw on a larger number of respondents in their term papers and conduct a greater variety of comparisons.
A course like the one described here could also be integrated into a sequence of courses gradually building up to field trips and 'real' independent fieldwork. Structuring such a sequence would also facilitate student involvement in the form of experienced teaching assistants and guest presenters who could share their own expertise. The trade-off to such a systematic sequencing, however, would be that it may make such courses less accessible to some students (including exchange students, transfer students, minors, etc.) and might be difficult for smaller departments who may not be able to offer methodsintegrated courses in multiple subject areas.
For instructors it is important to note that the structure of this course is labor-intensive and necessitates either small class numbers or teaching assistants. With a class of twenty I was able to give very detailed feedback (including listening to and checking all audio), a feat that would prove impossible in a larger class. Marking could be made more efficient by trading exhaustive audio checking for random spot-checking. Similarly, in lieu of having the instructor identify and contact all interviewees, an alternative would be to have students identify one person (or more) in the community to interview (examining for example student or community opinions of development and contrasting those with practitioner views).
Finally, to better assess the impact of this method it would be useful to gather data over several years and compare 'traditional' versions of the 'Politics of Development' that do not include experiential methods to those that do. This, in concert, with some form of parallel assessment across both courses would provide more substantive data to show whether my impressions discussed here, are more broadly confirmed and generalizable.
Conclusions
In teaching the 'Politics of Development' I aimed to provide students with an experience of both the methods and substance of qualitative research on development. By engaging directly with people working in and on development, the topic became relatable to the class and by using methods to gather new data, students experienced the joy of discovery and were able to intuitively make comparisons between and across interviews and literature. While not providing the depth of methodological insight of a dedicated methods course, this class piqued curiosity about development and the methods used to explore it and, in my view, increasing the likelihood that students would seek out further education in both fields. Drawing on the insights, benefits and practices of experiential learning, including Kolb's four stage cycle, the structure of this course provides a potential template of how experiential methods education might be integrated into other substantive courses.
Weaving methods into substantive courses also served to strengthen student engagement and knowledge of the subject area being examined. In this instance student involvement in the literature was sparked and reinforced by interviews which allowed them to discuss literature with practitioners and subject-area scholars, and to compare and contrast interview data and course readings. Such actions brought analysis of key texts and concepts to life for students, making abstract theories relevant and bringing to light the practical implications of different theoretical viewpoints. Although the short time line of this twelve week course condensed features of both methods and content that might be better explored in a full-year course, this structure allowed for an accessible course that provided students with a 'taste' for the substance, practice and research of 'development'
in both national and international contexts.
